what seemed to be my fate left me unable to articulate any pretension to reshape the field, herald a new paradigm or claim a new dawn was coming that would transform "history as we know it". Something had happened to destroy these pavlovian reflexes of historians and social scientists, despite their having been embedded in the history of our disciplines since they became elements within the research universities that grew up from the second half of the 19 th century. I was numbed, unable to write the slash and burn manifestos and excommunications that would have been worthy of my ancestors when they turned their worship to social history, quantitative history, gender history or the linguistic turn with equal rage and blindness. I could not believe in the "next big thing" any more.
1 D. T. Rodgers, Atlantic Crossings. Social Politics in a Progressive Age (Cambridge/Mass., 1998). Thus, when JMEH offered me free therapy, I thought this was an opportunity to face this strange individual and collective syndrome. To do so, I will travel through two stages: first, I shall offer some clues on how historians have missed the transnational turn, before explaining why we should relish it. In the second part, I will look with hindsight to an ongoing editorial project, the Palgrave Dictionary of Transnational History (to be published in 2009) in order to make some proposals for the practical study of circulations and connections.
. How historians have missed the transnational turn…
Historians' modesty should not be attributed altogether to a sudden increase of wisdom, or the coming of more peaceful academic ways. As the transnational turn has been proclaimed in several other fields of the humanities and social sciences, such late comers as historians cannot decently display the same rage. An awareness of the previous attempts to explore the past across national borders has also left its mark.
The virtues of reflexivity?
Credit and respect for past attempts to break with "methodological nationalism"
have been acknowledged from the start by those historians who began to use the "transnational" label. Hawaii, 1900 -1936 (Chicago, 2001 . capital flows. 32 There again, it was to capture the inner, mostly economic, soul of globalization for which interest in the "transnational" resurfaced to qualify new developments.
Although they did not always acknowledge one another, these three pulsing cores of the last turn shared a similar creed: a current globalization of capital, people or image flows was making nation-states irrelevant, and the social sciences had to account for this major change in the history of the world. This role teetered on the edge of prescription and prophecy, as many of the social scientists saw some social and political purchase in their use of the transnational family terms. There is, of course, some paradox in stressing that, on one hand, "transnational" was used to capture "globalization from below", and chimed with diasporas in pages that celebrated the potential retained by the new transnational identities and communities to oppose both the hegemonic logic of capital and nation-states, while, on the other hand, it stressed "globalization from above" where capitalist corporations and elites were setting the pace. If this is correct, the turn was taken without squeaking tyres and people quibbling over the driver's seat. Those who have used the word and applied such a perspective to their own fields, instead suggested how much endorsing a transnational perspective was complementary to the canonical approaches we are used to developing into self-contained territorial units, ranging from the neighbourhood to the nation or the region. When they said they had something different to deliver they did not say it made the older stuff obsolete. This is why, 36 More details at http://www.palgrave.com/history/transnational/index.asp.
It is not to appear modest that I shall begin by mentioning some of the underachievements of the dictionary. They simply loom large in editors' minds when they consider the results of any collective work. The most salient of these is the fact that countries, nolens volens, are still the units overwhelmingly presented by the contributors. It is on and in countries that flows originate and end, and it is according to national bearings that we label goods, people, ideas, and funds which are on the move. This was, indeed, part of our original brief because we wanted to know how circulations and connections interacted with nations in the modern age.
This should not come as a surprise, however, given the strength of nations as is also true that we may not want, or need, to jettison the nation-state as irrelevant.
In other words, we still need to bring our own understanding of how to "crack the casings", and find ways to place connections and circulations within territorial and non-territorial contexts: sub-national and supranational regions, cities, neighbourhoods and their embedded societies and institutions; professional, religious or functional formations; regulated institutions and groups that create their own realm between territories. History's purpose might not be to substitute a history of the nation-state with a history without or against the nation-state, but to find a way to study how nation-states and flows of all sorts are entangled components of the modern age.
Another significant gap we identified reveals one of the current limits of the scholarship about connections and circulations. The study of international non governmental organisations is in full bloom, and the dictionary includes a set of "prejudice against evil" is the backbone of the study of "international civil society".
More historians have paid scholarly attention to the travels of democracy than to the open and underground ties between dictatorships; to the flows of relief rather than to those of corruption; to diplomatic relations over covert operations and intelligence, to vaccination and public health achievements rather than to the enduring odyssey of diseases; to peace movements above the arms trade and trafficking circuits, or to philanthropy's achievements instead of conspiracy theories.
At least at first sight, the narrative of global evil is gladly left to political scientists or sociologists, while we historians tell the tale of transnational do-gooding, even if sometimes with a vengeance. There are certainly many rationales for such leanings, but the most important one here might be the positive moral value that we tend to
give to connections and circulations, not the least because historians and other social scientists who have chosen to work in-between nations have often been pushed by a rejection of jingoism and nationalism, by a dose of activism connected to the cause they are studying, or by a belief in multilateralism, mutual understanding and peaceful settlement of conflict. Studying cross-cultural connections and transnational circulations has often been a token of universalism, a contribution one hopes to make to a better world. While mainstream historians stuck to the national framework and its comfortable institutionalized symbolic and material pay-offs, those who dared venture out found their remuneration in the belief they were working for the common good of mankind. The downside was to tunnel historical research into limited territories, as it has established an implicit assimilation between the national and the bad, and the trans/inter/supranational and the good.
We need to break the syllogistic knot that still binds us: history teaches lessons/national histories teach bad lessons/history beyond the nation should teach good lessons. Some ground has already been covered from recent shifts in the lay world and in academia: as postcolonial studies focused their fire onto the discourse of European universalism, or as anti-globalization movements have argued about the darkest sides of integration and interconnectedness, new possibilities have opened.
Now that we are trying to develop a more complete picture of circulations and connections in the modern age, there is a need to explore them in all their aspects, lest we simply deliver a new gospel: the transnational perspective should not become the background narrative for positive or negative assessments of globalization, the handmaiden for a post national world.
…and bridges
At this stage, my publisher may want to hang me from a pole above the tracks at King's Cross Station. And readers may wonder whether it will be worth flicking through a volume with as many flaws as this forthcoming dictionary. The fact that I will not delve into its qualities should reassure both parties: we have learned so much from this volume as editors (that is, the only persons who will read it from A to Z) that it would take too long to list the peaks that balance the troughs. Instead, I
want to insist on bridges that might contribute to spanning these troughs. These have emerged from personal first-hand research, as well as from insights from existing scholarship, and last, but not least, from the many insights of Dictionary contributors. The latter would certainly object to my hijacking their pieces, but the mix of their input leads me to propose two "lessons" among those I have been learning since the Dictionary began to come together. No final briefs by any means, they should be read as questions more than answers.
Lesson one is a feeling of uneasiness that has only grown stronger in recent years:
the more you focus your attention on flows and movements that cross national borders, connecting and questioning several types of human systems, the less you are satisfied with a scalar conception that suggests human societies, polities, activities and non-human factors are organized into levels that go from the local to the global, through the national, with each one fitted into the other according to some pyramidal structure. Rather, following migrants in their trajectories sets forth the idea of simultaneously belonging to different levels and scales. Studying the organization of scientific communities belies the notion that the "national" commands the "international" or vice versa; considering the social and intellectual networks of activists places them into synchronic wider worlds that do not adhere to the idea of a gradual "broadening" of their horizons that would have allowed them to embrace successively their community, their city, their region, their country and only later the welfare of humankind. Examining a specific place shows how much its local characteristics are imbued with inputs and outputs that are commonly attributed to other scales; considering specific actors underlines the existence of projects that fan out through different levels rather than being implemented on one by another. By and large, circulations and connections cut through what we are used to thinking of as embedded scales, and stress the idea of relation over the idea of hierarchy as the key characteristic of the relationship between those levels. Such empirical findings have indeed rattled my own scalar framework, all the more that we historians have produced a set of tools that have conspired to consolidate such a framework. We have a yardstick that matches the quality of our research subjects with an extra bonus given to one of these scales: local history is parochial, national history is the key factor, while international or global developments are the big picture. We try to assess how individual and social life espouses bottom-up or top-down processes, we tell the story of how social movements, ideas, and goods trickle up and down the levels. At best, we would look at how social or cultural activities on one of scales have reacted to one another, or pay attention to interscalar contestation (e. g when the "local" defies or resists the "global"). We also have an arsenal of metaphors at hand: we "zoom in" to get "closer", to approach the "local", the best approximation of what is "particular" and "real" ; we "change the focal length" to see different things in the background or foreground; we "zoom out" to get the "macro" and more "general" aspects, moving to the "national" or "regional" level. We rely on an in/out or down here/up there perspective that builds on the double postulate that the basic framework of our research is a bounded territory that is placed on one of these nested scales. It is quite likely that we face here a far reaching aspect of methodological nationalism, as the idea of nested scales and the values that are attached to each of them seems to have been produced in the context of the long acquaintance between the nation-state and history as a discipline, profession and system of knowledge. If we follow Charles Maier's evidence, this set of metaphors and frames was indeed a by-product of the "Age of territoriality" that crystallized from about the second half of the nineteenth century. 39 The hierarchy between the local and the national, for example, seems to be the result of the combination of the project of "bordered political space", the attempt to "fill the nation's space" with ordered and hierarchized infrastructural, administrative networks, and the emphasis on centrality. This is, indeed, an historical incentive for all of us to participate, in one way or another, in the writing of a "history of space" as conceived by Henri 40 One of Lefebvre's suggestion was to pay attention to the way in which spatial schemas structure our understanding, our sense of analysis and our actions (on economic, cultural, social or political phenomena) through notions like place, limit, crossroad or through opposing pairs (and so schemas of casts territoriality in a different light. It is not so much, then, a way to characterize the modern age as a native framework which acts to veil some of its aspects. For the whole set of spatial metaphors, order and processes is put under pressure when one chooses to heed the connections and circulations that crack these well ordered frameworks. From such empirical grounds, one mingles with other researchers who have recently felt a similar uneasiness with scalar thinking. Quite interestingly, a number of these have reached this position as they tried to make sense of the pressure that the most recent changes in the global economy were exerting on our notions of space and place. Saskia Sassen and Ash Amin are among these. They often began their research by questioning how the local and the global interacted on one another, trying to see how scales were contested and unsettled by the reorganization of production and consumption within the last few decades. For this reason, together with a number of scholars of the "global city", they initially identified the idea of "glocalisation" as a useful analytical construct to assess such interscalar phenomena. But, more recently, they have pointed to the overall limits of scalar analytics, insisting that it is not possible to capture the processes, flows and projects that cut across scales and levels if we do not try to break the code that has attributed specific positions and characteristics to each of these levels (the "territoriality code" that was Maier's concern, in other words). While they are keen not to jettison scalar analytics, which they righteously deem relevant for specific questions, they nevertheless call for a multiscalar approach that makes it possible to debunk the instantiation of each scale into the others (Sassen), or they argue for a relational perspective on the spatiality of globalization, which draws on Actor Network Theory to insist that there is no "shift" between different scales or levels when you follow the network (Amin). 41 The Dictionary project has not been able to crack the code that has established the conception of nested scaling and the respective differentiated properties and characteristics attached to each of these scales. But from the start it elicited the position that the transnational was not reasoning) like up/down, left/right or centre/periphery. Maier's age of territoriality seems to have been a milestone in this process. H. Lefebvre, La
Production de l'espace (Paris, 1974).
another scale located near the top of the nested scales, but rather a foray that cut through levels and partly shattered their conception as distinct social entities.
Accordingly, the transnational perspective allows a direct window onto the circulations and connections whose actors and structures seize these different social spheres, simultaneously, or regardless of, their 'nested' order. We believe that the content of the final volume brings a lot of grain to grind for further development in this direction.
Lesson two deals with the tools that might be used to intensify this relational and multiscalar historical analysis based on flows and connections. -The formation of intertextual (reading, translation, quotation) and interactional (visits, correspondence, formal and informal organisations) communities, which can be used as resources for action by every member of these communities.
-The establishment of long-term and relatively stable patterns of interactions between mutually identified protagonists that take part in connections and circulations (these interactions pertaining to a range of possibilities, i.e competition or cooperation).
-The agreement of these protagonists and actors on a common language that is the basis of agreements, disagreements, misunderstandings around notions, categories, processes, or worldviews that are discussed and disputed among themselves.
-The purposive development of projects, trajectories, aspirations and institutions able to establish connections, nourish circulations and orient them in specific directions.
-The production of a differentiated and uneven landscape where the value of a subject (be it a place, an institution, an individual or collective protagonist and actor) is tied with its level of integration and place into the circulatory regime and configuration.
Establishing the circulatory configurations that have succeeded, vied or cohabited in time and space would allow us to assess the orders that have presided over the timing and spatial extension of connections and circulations, and to map the changing intensity, contractions and dilatations of the latter. It would also allow us to recover the projects explicitly designed for establishing such orders, with their protagonists, their impact and their operational mechanisms (including the enduring structural effects of the latter). Again, such a concern will be familiar to our colleagues in sociology or anthropology, who have tried to make sense of the problems they had to deal with when trying to grasp people, artefacts, projects or ideas that stretched across national borders. According to their affiliations, some have used the term "system", while others choose "social field" to name their game. 43 While we would certainly all insist on the specific value and reach of these different proposals, I do nevertheless feel that they have all been triggered by a common search for order and power in the "space of flows" and a desire to recover the degree of autonomy of circulations and connections. This is a compelling program for future teaching and research.
In addition to these two lessons, I also received confirmation of two things. The first is that we are now able to study the travails of the universal, and to write a history 
